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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Newly submitted claims 41-46 directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: Claims 41-46 are 
directed to a server based shared view system that receives requests from host 
computers and transmits data pertaining to the requests to slave computers based on a 
slave/host client file. This is distinct from the originally claimed system, which is a client 
based shared view system that receives requests and processes them at host 
computer, rather than a server. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for 
prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claims 41-46 are withdrawn from consideration 
as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1 .142(b) and MPEP § 
821.03. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 1/21/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. With regard to claim 40, and Applicant's assertion that "Fin fails to contemplate 
the exchange of cookie data between two clients" (Remarks 10), it is noted that the 
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rejection was based on the combination of Fin, Montulli, Grosser and Bladow. When 
considered in combination, Fin and Montulli teach this feature. 

Fin teaches intercepting actions, such as opening a web page, by a host 
computer and providing information necessary to replicate the action to a slave 
computer (col. 7, II. 17-31). Montulli teaches that some websites exchange state 
information via cookies sent to clients to enable additional functionality (col. 7, II. 20-23 
and 45-54). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the cookie information 
is a necessary part of replicating requests for a web page that uses the state 
information in the cookie. Therefore, when considering the combined teachings of Fin 
and Montulli, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the 
cookie information to the slave computer(s) to ensure that they can properly access the 
page requested by the host computer. 

4. With further regard to claim 40, and Applicant's assertion that Bladow "is 
completely different and for a different purpose than the present system" because "the 
cookie information is stored on a server, not a client" (Remarks 11), it is noted that 
Bladow was not relied upon to teach the storage location of any cookie information. 

In this case, Bladow was cited simply for its teaching of deleting cookie 
information in response to termination of a communication session. The rationale 
behind deleting cookie information that is no longer needed remains the same 
regardless of whether the hosts cookie information is stored at a server or at another 



Application/Control Number: 10/068,816 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2453 

client, since the primary purpose of deletion is to prevent other parties from having 
access to the host's cookie information unless necessary. 

The test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference 
may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the 
claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. 
Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would have 
suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ871 (CCPA 1981). 

5. With regard to claim 21 , and Applicant's assertion that the prior art of record fails 
to disclose "determining required cookie data that describes state information of a host 
client in relation to a server and not of a slave client in relation to the server" (Remarks 
12), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

As discussed above regarding claim 40, Fin teaches intercepting actions, such 
as opening a web page, by a host computer and providing information necessary to 
replicate the action to a slave computer (col. 7, II. 17-31) and Montulli teaches that some 
websites exchange state information via cookies sent to clients to enable additional 
functionality (col. 7, II. 20-23 and 45-54). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the cookie information 
is a necessary part of replicating requests for a web page that uses the state 
information in the cookie. Therefore, the cookie information included with the locator 
would have been cookie information describing state information of the host client, since 
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it it is the actions of the host client, including any actions dependent on state information 
in the cookie that the slave client is attempting to replicate. Providing cookie information 
associated with the slave client in relation to the server would not necessarily produce 
the same output, since the state information in the slave client's cookie may differ from 
the state information in the host client's computer. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

7. Claims 21-23, 26-29 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

8. Claim 21 is directed to a "host client computer" comprising a "browser 
application", a "communications interface" and a "shared view engine". The specification 
states that the functionality of the "communications interface" may be performed by the 
shared view engine (p. 9, II. 21-22), which is software "residing on" the host client (p. 9, 
II. 15-16). Since the browser application is also software, the claim is directed to a "host 
client computer" comprising software alone. Since the claim contains no elements 
limited to hardware, the claim includes at least some software-only embodiments and is 
therefore non-statutory. 
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It is additionally noted that claim 30 is directed to computer-executable 
instructions for performing the functions of the claimed "browser application", 
"communications interface" and "shared view engine". This provides additional evidence 
that the claimed elements are directed to software per se. 

9. Claim 40 is also directed to a host client comprising "browser application", a 
"communications interface" and a "shared view engine". Therefore, it is rejected under 
the same rationale as claim 21 . 

1 0. All claims not individually rejected are rejected by virtue of their dependency from 
the above claims and their failure to remedy the above noted deficiencies. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 21-23, 26, 28, 30, 31, 34 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Fin et al. (US 6,240,444) in view of Montulli (US 5,774,670) 
further in view of Grosser, Jr. et al. (US 6,473,798). 
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1 3. With regard to claim 21 , Fin discloses a host client computer comprising: 

a browser application (web browser 130)(col. 5, II. 20-21) that issues a request 
for content on a server (web browser sends a request for a page through TCP/IP 
interface)(col. 7, II. 17-21), the request comprising a locator (URL) corresponding to the 
content (col. 7, II. 17-18); 

a communications interface (TCP/IP interface 120) (col. 4, II. 38-40; col. 7, II. 19- 
21) to a communications network (network 115) for establishing a communications link 
between the host client computer and at least one slave client computer on the 
communications network (requests are sent via network 1 15 to slave computer)(col. 7, 
II. 25-31); and 

a shared view engine for receiving an identification of the at least one slave client 
computer, intercepting the request issued by the browser (request is intercepted by CCI 
redirector)(col. 7, II. 21-25), and providing, via the communications link to the slave 
client, a message comprising the locator (intercepted requests are sent to the slave 
client 150B via the network)(col. 7, II. 25-31). 

Fin fails to specifically disclose that required cookie data describing state 
information of the host client in relation to the server is provided, along with the 
requests, to the at least one slave client or that the communications link utilizes a 
tunneling protocol. 

Montulli teaches a means of adding state information to HTTP, permitting web 
servers and clients to exchange state information for a variety of purposes (col. 7, II. 45- 
54). Montulli teaches including cookies in client requests (col. 7, II. 20-23) to exchange 
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the state information and enable additional functionality. This would have been an 
advantageous addition to the system disclosed by Fin since it would have allowed state 
information associated with the host computer, such as user login information, to be 
shared with the slave computers, permitting the slave computers to access the page 
when they did not have the appropriate cookie stored locally. 

Grosser discloses that use of a tunneling protocol over a communication link to 
protect communications between devices on that link is well-known in the art (col. 1 , II. 
33-56). This would have been an advantageous addition to the system disclosed by Fin 
and Montulli since it would have allowed the client devices to communicate in a 
protected manner, ensuring that unauthorized users would not be able to intercept the 
communications among the client devices. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use a tunneling protocol to protect communications 
between the clients and to include cookie information in the requests issued by the host 
computer, and provide the required cookie data to the slave clients along with the 
intercepted request, since it would have allowed state information to be used for 
retrieving pages during a shared browsing session. 

14. With regard to claim 22, Fin further discloses that the server is a Web server 
(Web server 110), the content is a Web page, and the locator is a Universal Resource 
Locator (URL) corresponding to the Web page (col. 7, II. 17-21). 
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1 5. With regard to claim 23, Fin further discloses the host computer establishing a 
plurality of communications links to a plurality of slave client computers on the 
communications network (host computer may share pages with multiple receivers)(col. 
5, II. 59-63). 

16. With regard to claim 26, Fin further discloses that the communications network is 
the Internet (col. 4, II. 42-43). 

1 7. With regard to claim 28, Fin further discloses that the communications network is 
a wide area network (the lnternet)(col. 4, II. 42-43). 

18. Claims 30, 31 , 34, 37 and 38 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 21 - 
23, 26 and 28, since they recite substantially identical subject matter. Any differences 
between the claims do not result in patentably distinct claims and all of the limitations 
are taught by the above cited art. In particular, Fin discloses that the client contains 
software for performing the claimed process (col. 4, 1. 66 to col. 5, 1. 7) 

19. With regard to claim 39, Fin further discloses issuing by a browser application on 
the slave client computer a request for content from the server (any participant in the 
shared browsing session can request a new URL)(col. 13, 1. 65 to col. 14, 1. 5; col. 19, II. 
34-37). 
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20. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fin et al. 
(US 6,240,444) in view of Montulli (US 5,774,670) further in view of Grosser, Jr. et al. 
(US 6,473,798) further in view of Bladow et al. (US 6,1 15,040) further in view of Official 
Notice. 

21 . As discussed regarding claim 21 , Fin, Montulli and Grosser substantially teach 
the claimed system, including storing a copy of the current state of a client cookie file on 
the salve client. However, they fail to specifically teach that the host client cookie data is 
deleted from the slave client upon receipt of a termination signal that terminates the 
communication link by saving a copy of the slave client cookie file and restoring the 
original copy after the session has ended. 

Bladow teaches deleting cookie data upon receipt of a termination signal for a 
communication session. When a termination signal is received, the cookie associated 
with the current session is located and deleted (col. 17, II. 42-49). This would have been 
an advantageous addition to the system disclosed by Fin, Montulli and Grosser since it 
would have ensured that cookie data supplied by the host client is not maintained on 
slave client computers beyond the end of the shared browsing session, helping to 
protect the information contain in the host client's cookie files. However, Bladow fails to 
teach restoring the cookie file based on an earlier saved copy, since it simply deletes 
the cookie data associated with a session upon termination of the session. 

The Examiner takes Official Notice that saving a copy of a file and subsequently 
restoring the copy to eliminate any changes made to the file was old and well known in 
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the art at the time the invention was made. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
known that using "restore points" created by saving copies of a file would have been an 
effective way of removing the host client cookie information, and would have been a 
predictable variation of tracking and deleting the cookie information as taught by 
Bladow. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to delete the cookie data upon receipt of a termination 
session by restoring the slave client's cookie file to an earlier state to protect the user of 
the host client by ensuring that the provided cookie data is removed from the slave 
client computers. 

22. Claims 27, 29, 35 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fin et al. (US 6,240,444) in view of Montulli (US 5,774,670) further in 
view of Grosser, Jr. et al. (US 6,473,798) further in view of Renaud (US 6,021 ,491 ). 

23. With regard to claims 27, 29, 35 and 36, while the system disclosed by Fin, 
Montulli and Grosser shows substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed 
above), it fails to disclose that the communications network is an intranet or a local area 
network. Fin fails to specify requirements for the communications network, stating only 
that it is a TCP/IP network and/or the Internet in some embodiments (col. 4, II. 35-43). 

Renaud teaches that web servers and clients may be connected using a variety 
of communications networks, including LANs and intranets (col. 5, II. 30-38). It would 



Application/Control Number: 10/068,816 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2453 

have been advantageous to extend the system for use on LANs and intranets to permit 
users of those network types to share web pages. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to extend the system for use on LANs and intranets to 
permit web page sharing on those network types. 

Conclusion 

24. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to AARON STRANGE whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3959. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Firmin Backer can be reached on 571-272-6703. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Examiner, Art Unit 2453 



